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REMARKS 

This communication is responsive to the Office Action dated December 12, 2005. 

Claims 107-114 and 116-123 are currently pending All of these claims stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Boone et al. U.S. Patent 
6.345.485. The rejections set forth in the Office Action are respectfully traversed. 

Claims 107 and 1 10 are independent claims, and have been amended herein to 
better distinguish over the Boone et al. reference. In particular, the amendments to claim 
107 clarify that the lower resilient finger extends from a first side of the upper platform 
(e.g., the right-hand side in Figure 22A) substantially all the way to a second side (e.g., the 
left-hand side in Figure 22A). The second side is opposite the first side, as can be seen, for 
example, in Figure 22A. The claim also specifies that the resilient finger is generally 
parallel to and underneath the upper platform, as shown in Figure 22A. 

Claim 1 10 has been amended to set forth that the lower resilient finger extends 
fi-om a first side of the upper platform proximate the lower surface, and generally parallel 
to the lower surface. The finger extends substantially all the way to a second side of the 
upper platform opposite the first side. The lower resilient finger includes a fi*ee end 
portion configured to resiliently couple to a portion of a mounting structure of the sash. 

It is respectfully submitted that Applicants' claimed structure is neither disclosed 
nor even remotely suggested by the prior art. Moreover, Applicants strongly disagree with 
the Examiner's attempted reading of Boone et al. on the prior set of claims. Boone et al. 
does not show a clip that is anything like that claimed by Applicants. For example. 
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although the Examiner contends that element 144 is a muntin retainer, in the structure of 
Boone et al. Figure 9, a hole 152 is provided for receiving the end 150 of muntin bar 39. 
See column 15, lines 4-7. Element 144 is a leg for supporting the member 120. Thus, the 
Examiner's characterization of element 144 as being a muntin retainer has no support. As 
already noted, the muntin retainer in the Boone et al. structure is specifically designed as 
the hole 150, and not element 144. 

Moreover, Boone et al. relates to the prior art insulating glass (IG) structure, where 
a pair of outer glass sheets is separated by and secured to a spacer frame. See, e.g., Boone 
et al. column 1, lines 23-25. Such an IG structure is subsequently mounted to a window 
frame in a conventional manner. Applicants' claimed structure relates to a clip for an 
integrated sash. An integrated sash is a new technology, which does not use an IG unit. 
Instead, in an integrated sash structure, the glazing panes are mounted directly to the sash. 
This is not the case with Boone et al., which does not even remotely disclose a clip that is 
anything like Applicants' claimed structure for use with an integrated sash. 

Applicants' claimed structure, as set forth in claims 107, 1 10-1 14 and 1 16-123, is 
illustrated, for example, in Figures 22 A and 22B. For the Examiner's convenience, a 
marked up copy of these figures is attached hereto showing the various claimed elements. 
It should be evident from this that the Boone et al. reference does not disclose or suggest 
the claimed invention. 

Claims 108-109 relate to a structure as shown, for example, in Figures 57A - 57C. 
As can be seen, base 571 has side walls 575a and 575b disposed on a bottom side thereof 
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The base support is adapted to mount the clip in the channel of the spacing and mounting 
structure, as shown in Figure 57B. The retainer 573 projects outwardly from and 
substantially perpendicularly to the base 571 and is adapted to hold at least one of an 
additional glazing pane (see, e.g.. Figure 58B) or a muntin bar. The side walls of the base 
support can be connected by a central wall, as shown in Figure 57A, to form an H-shaped 
base support. It is respectfully submitted that the claimed structure is neither disclosed nor 
suggested by the prior art cited by the Examiner. 

Further remarks regarding the asserted relationship between Applicants' claims and 
the prior art are not deemed necessary, in view of the amended claims and the foregoing 
discussion. Applicants' silence as to any of the Examiner's comments is not indicative of 
an acquiescence to the stated grounds of rejection. 

In view of the above, the Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider this 
application, allow each of the pending claims, and to pass the application on to an early 
issue. If there are any remaining matters that need to be addressed in order to place this 
application into condition for allowance, the Examiner is respectfully invited to telephone 
Applicant's undersigned attorney. 




Respectfully Submitted^ 
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